CHAPTER FOURTEEN

DID THE SEPTUAGINT TRANSLATORS ALWAYS UNDERSTAND
THEIR HEBREW TEXT?

The (correct) understanding of the biblical text is an abstract concept. We
do not understand all words in MT, and therefore modern translations
often suggest alternative renderings of individual words, add question
marks, or note that the translation is conjectural (see, e.g., the notes in
NJPST). Furthermore, ancient translators should not be judged according
to our standards, but must be viewed within the framework of their own
world. Turning, then, to the question posed in the title of this study, we
are not focusing on renderings which are mistranslations according to
our standards, but on renderings which show the translators’ ignorance
of words through an analysis of the inner dynamics of the translation.
That lack of knowledge may be reflected in various types of renderings,
especially in conjectural translations.

Conjectural translations must be understood within the framework of
the translation process, in particular with relation to the choice of
equivalents. The whole process of translating in antiquity is often
conjectural, for, to the best of our knowledge, translators had no lexica or
word-lists at their disposal. They therefore had to turn to other sources of
information: the translators” direct and living knowledge of Hebrew and
Aramaic (including their etymological understanding of these languages;
see TCU, 172-180); exegetical traditions; the context; and for the later
translators, the translation of the Pentateuch (see Tov, “Pentateuch”*).

The present study focuses on conjectural renderings. The recognition
of such a rendering is not certain, because it is always possible that it
reflects an exegetical tradition or a Hebrew variant. If these caveats are
taken into consideration, several types of conjectural renderings may be
recognized:!

1. Untranslated words

1 According to some scholars, translators sometimes simply omitted difficult words
when they did not know how to render them: Ziegler, Untersuchungen, 52-53; Allen,
Chronicles 1, 61-62.
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2. Contextual guesses

3. Contextual manipulation

4. Reliance on parallelism

5. Employment of general words
6. Etymological renderings

1. Untranslated words

One group of renderings demonstrates beyond doubt that at least some
words in the Hebrew Bible were unknown to the translators. These are
words which were left untranslated because the translators did not know
their meaning. Most of these words are objectively difficult, because they
are hapax legomena in the Bible or in the book under consideration.
Probably the translators hoped to return to the transliterated Hebrew
words and to replace them with Greek translations, or else they expected
others to do this (see Tov, “Transliterations”*). Within the realm of the
biblical translations, these transliterations are found especially in the
‘LXX’ of 2 Kings and in the sections and fragments attributed to kaige-
Th.2

Examples of individual words which were left untranslated because
they were unknown to the translators are listed in Tov, “Trans-
literations,”* and some are repeated here in their respective contexts:

Judg 5:7 oxw"2" 1 oI

LXXA eEénTer dpalov év Th “Topanii

Judg 5:16  DrmEwAT "2 MR MR

LXXA {va T{ pot kddnoat dva péoov ToY poodadarp
]udg 8.7 op7an XY (737?3” EP AR DO7wa X "ﬂW'ﬂ)

kal év Talc Bapkovuip
Judg 8:16 P72 AXY (72T TP ORI YT PY AR 7PT)
Kal Tale Bapaknuip
1 Kgs 5:25(11) 125 nbon (@un 15 Ak omww)
Kal paxtp T4 oike avTod
2Kgs 8:15  2onm mpM
kKal € afev TO paxpa
1 Chr 21:20 2°RamoR 1Y 172 DN
kal Téooapec viol adTod peT avTod pedayxapLy

As a rule, unknown words were transliterated in their exact Hebrew
form, including prefixes and suffixes, e.g.,

2 The anonymous reviser who produced these two translation units preferred to leave
some difficult words untranslated rather than to indulge in translation guesses.
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Judg 5:22 7R MATT MR
LXXA apadapwd dvvatdv avTod
Ezek 41:8 2°20 2°20 121 725 R
kal TO Opael Tob oikov Uoc Kok W
Ezra 8:27 27 R
Kal kapovpn xpuool
1 Chr 28:11 1211 (N2 DXL.am)
kal TOv {akyw avTob (cf. v. 20 LXX)

All these transliterations reflect Hebrew words which are either hapax
legomena (in the Bible or a given book) or were understandably
problematic for the translators.

In Tov, “Transliterations,”* 77 words are listed which were left
untranslated in the LXX (once or more). A further 32 common nouns
have been treated as proper nouns, probably because they were not
known to the translators. A similar list is provided there for kaige-Th.
Since the translators did not know the meaning of these words, it is
conceivable that also other words may have been unknown to one or all
of the translators.

2. Contextual guesses

Since the preceding section demonstrated that several words were left
untranslated, it should not be hard to accept that in other cases the
translators resorted to contextual guesses.

a. Recurring patterns

Some Hebrew words were understandably difficult for the translators,
and if in such cases we meet different renderings in accordance with the
different contexts, it stands to reason that the translators adapted the
translation of the “difficult’ word to the different contexts.

A case in point is the translation of 1127x.3 This word, which occurs
some 30 times in the Bible, is usually translated as ‘palace.” The word
occurs rarely in postbiblical Hebrew, and this situation may account for
the wide range of its renderings in the LXX showing that the translators
were unaware of its meaning, using the context as their guide.

3 For details on the renderings of this word, see R.P. Blake, “Khanmeti Palimpsest
Fragments of the Old Georgian Version of Jeremiah,” HTR 25 (1932) 254 ff.; P.J. Heawood,
“*Armoén and “‘Aram,” JTS 13 (1911-12) 66-73; Seeligmann, Isaiah, 52; G.B. Caird, “Towards a
Lexicon of the Septuagint, I,” JTS 19 (1968) 460-461.
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The translation equivalents which come closest to the meaning of the
Hebrew are Bag(\etov (‘palace’) in Prov 18:19 and dpdodov (literally: ‘a
block of houses surrounded by streets’) in Jer 17:27; 49:27(30:16).

At the same time, we meet the following general equivalents:

vaéc (‘temple’)

Jer 30(37):18  2w” 1wawn Hu PRI
Kal O vaoc katd 7o kplipa avTod kadedelTal

olkoc (“house’)
Isa 32:14 P2lih Rl
OLKOL EYKATANENELLLEVOL
The following renderings probably reflect contextual guesses:
évavtiov (‘opposite’)
2 Kgs 15:25 (Q) 7221 o2 11mxa 1mnwa 1mom
kal émdTafev avtov év ZTapapelq Eévavtiov
olkov ToU BaotAéwe
mohic (“city”’)
Isa 34:13 (@0) TR oM
avadioet elc TaC TONELE AVTOV
dvtpov (‘cave’; hapax in the LXX)
1Kgs 16:18 TR 2 R HX XaM
kal elomopeleTal elc dvtpor Tob oikou ToD
Baoiaéwc

Also the following two equivalents referring to specific architectural
structures reflect such contextual guesses:
Bdpic (“tower’) Ps 48(47):4, 14; Lam 2:5, 7; 2 Chr 36:19.
mupy6Bapie (“fortified tower’?)
Ps122(121):7 w2 mow (77ma obw 1)
kal evdnria év Talc mupyoBdpeaiv cou
The representation of 127X as ‘land’# may reflect contextual exegesis (cf.
especially the parallel pair 1w %//y9% in Mic 5:4), but the frequent
occurrence of this rendering may also indicate the existence of a lexical-
exegetical tradition:
v (‘country’?)
Jer 9:20(21) PN X2 (NBma M oY D)
elof\Bev elc TN YAV PGV
xépa (‘land,” “country’)
Amos 3:9 oI82 7N MR 51 TITONI MR DY wnwn

4 It is not impossible that the graphic similarity of 119N and % somehow influenced
the present rendering.
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Amos 3:10
Amos 3:11

Mic 5:4 (5)

arayyellate xdpairc év "Acouplols kal €ml Tac
xopac The AlyimTovu

QMR WY Onn

adikiav kal Takatmepiav év Tale xdpaie adTov

TINIAR 12N

kal StapTayfoovTal al xdpal cov

AMIAR2 T (13378: X "D)

kal Tav émpf éml Ty xdpav VOV

This exegetical tradition differs from the equally frequently occurring
translation Oepélia (‘foundations’) in similar contexts in the Minor
Prophets (and elsewhere): Isa 25:2; Jer 6:5; Hos 8:14; Amos 1:4, 7, 10, 12,

14;2:2,5.

The mere variety of the renderings, especially within one translation
unit, shows the translator’s uncertainty with regard to the meaning of
the word. Very often the different equivalents are selected on the basis of
their respective contexts:

0¥ (usually taken as ‘hill’) in Jeremiah:

3:21

7:29

3:2

12:12

14:6

4:11

vaw: ored b Hp

dovn €k yetAdwr fkolodn

A voice was heard from lips.

(@20 explained from ma® ‘lip’); similarly:
np 0w PIRN

kal avdlape éml yetAéwr Bpfivov

oew by TR

dpov €ic evbelar Tovs ddBalpLolc cov

Lift your eyes to the plain (based on Aramaic,
asin Num 23:3).

D770 X2 7272 DB 90 Sy

éml maoav StekBolny év T Epfue MABocav
TANALTWPOVVTEG

Upon every pass(?) in the desert destroyers
came.

oEw Hp TY N0

Svot dyprot éotnoav éml vdrac

Wild asses stood on vales.

oY Ix mA

mvelpa mAavioews

... a wind of scattering.

*BU is translated as follows in Isaiah (note the parallelism):

41:18

mpa ..omaw
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Opéwv ... medlwv
49:9 o»™aR ...0" 007
0801¢ ... TplBoic

The precious stone oni is identified in different ways:

TPATLVOG Gen 2:12

odpdLov Exod 25:7; 35:9

opapdydoc Exod 28:9; 35:27; 39:6(36:13)
BnpiA\iov Exod 28:20

ooop 1 Chr 29:2

79, or its Qere form My (‘horror’), poses no special problems for the
modern lexicographer, yet seems to have been difficult for the
translators:
avdykn (‘punishment,” ‘pain’?)
Jer 15:4 7RI mohnn 525 menh oonnn
kal mapaddon adTove elc avdykac mdoals Tale
Baotielaie THe yie
draogkopmiopdc (‘scattering’)
Jer 24:9 TORT mobnn 525 pa aend onnn
Kal 8ow adTOVE €l¢ BLATKOPTLOPOV €l¢ Tdoas
Tac Baoikelac THE yic
Sraomopd (‘scattering’)
Deut 28:25 7RI mobnn 525 nenh nem
kal €om év Stacmopd év mdoais Talc Bacilelals
The Yie
Jer 34(41):17  yowm moban 505 nonh oonk non
kal 8dow LPAc elc Stacmopav Tdoals Taleg
Baotielale TiHe yic
ékoTaolc (‘astonishment’)
2 Chr 29:8 mpw mawh et o
Kal €8wker abToVE €l ékoTaoLy Kal €lg
adaviopov kal elc ovpltopdy
éxtic movnpd (‘bad expectation’)
Isa 28:19 AR A AR P
... €oTat éaTic movnpd- pdbeTe dkolely

Also the following conjectural renderings of i /mmu (‘pit’) are based
on their respective contexts:
Ps119(118):85 mmw o1t "9 12
Godless men dug pits for me.
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dinyfoavTd pot Tapdvopol ddoleoxias
Transgressors told me idle talk.
Jer 18:20 WwBIS MY 11
They dug a pit for my life.
ovve dAnoav pripata katd THe Ppuxfc pov
They spoke words against my soul.
Jer 18:22 (Q: mmw) iy 11
They dug a pit.
Evexelpnoav Adyov
They formed a plan.

In these verses, the meaning of mm/mmy was not recognized and the
word was taken as nmd (‘conversation’). This rendering obviously
changed the meaning of the context in which the verb did not fit any
more. > had little to do with ‘conversation,” and accordingly the
translators adapted the translation of the verb to their respective objects:®
dinynoavto (‘they told’), ouvveddinoav (‘they spoke’), évexel-pnoav
(‘they undertook’). Probably the relative frequency of the occur-rence of
the words influenced the translators, since MM together with md occurs
much more frequently in the Bible than 7m°%. In Ps 57(56):7, however, the
translator recognized nmy which was easily recognizable in the context.
The conjectural nature of the renderings in Jeremiah is underlined by the
fact that the same phrase was rendered differently in two adjacent verses
(18:20, 22).

b. Isolated instances
The almost identical verses Isa 18:2 and 18:7, which contain several

difficult words and forms, have been rendered in different ways,
reflecting different attempts of solving lexical problems.

MTv.2v.2 v.7 MT v. 7 (when
different)

5X TPOGC &K

" €0voc Aaod oy

T peTénpov TeONLpLévov

jujnbla)l kal Eévov Kal TETLApPEVOU

5X

o Xaov kal dmo Aaod oo

5795 must have been known to the translators as can be established at least in the case
of Ps 7:16;57(56):7; 94(93):13.
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XM Kal XaAemov  peydiou

Ryhilfa) Tic alTod amd Tod viv

XD émékelva kal elc Tov aldva xpoévov

" €0voc €bvoc

VP AvérTioTov eéxTilov

piopmin) Kal KATATE- KAl KATATETATNILEVOV
TaTNLévov

INTD WX Vv 6 éoTwv év pépel

o ol TOTApOL TOTALOV

1IN The vfic ThHe xwpac avTod

In v. 2, quian is rendered contextually by petéwpov (‘haughty’), while in
v. 7 etymologically by TeBAippévov (‘squeezed’); likewise, in v. 2, & is
rendered contextually by Eévoc (‘strange’), but in v. 7 etymologically by
TeTuA\pévou (‘peeled’). X1 is taken as an interrogative pronoun in v. 2
(probably read as ®37# or 112 as in Aramaic), but as dmo Tod vdv in v. 7.
Likewise, in v. 2, XM is taken in a local sense as émékelva (‘beyond’),
but in v. 7 chronologically as kal elc Tov aléva xpévov (‘and to the
eternity’). 3 3 is ‘hopeless” in v. 2 (avéxmioTov), but ‘hopeful” in v. 7
(EXmi{lov). W12 WX is viv in v. 2, but § éoTw év péper (‘which is in the
part’?) in v. 7 (this rendering is probably based on a separation of W2 in
two words, -2 and W, or the like, even though the nature of the second
element is not clear).

The differences between the two translations probably reflect the
translators” hesitations rather than an attempt to distinguish artifi-cially
between two or three different peoples, for such a differentiation is not
borne out by the evidence.®

3. Contextual manipulation

In some cases the avoidance of a difficult word is subtle, and therefore
more difficult to recognize. We submit that the translators sometimes
knowingly manipulated the Hebrew consonants in order to create words
which would fit the context better than the words of their Vorlage, either
because the Vorlage was not understandable to them or because the
translator made certain adaptations in the wake of other changes or

6v.2 probably refers to two peoples described as €0voc petéwpov kal Eévov Naov kal
xalemdr and another one described as é0voc dvéimioTov kal kaTamemaTnuévov, both
depicted in negative terms. Likewise, v. 7 probably refers to three peoples, of which the
first one is described negatively (TeBAtppévov katl TeTizuévov), the second one positively
(neydMov), and the third one in mixed terms (éAT{{ov kal kaTameTaTnLévor).



DID THE SEPTUAGINT TRANSLATORS UNDERSTAND THEIR HEBREW TEXT? 211

mistranslations. Such renderings do not reflect real variants, but rather
‘pseudo-variants,” that is, Hebrew readings which existed only in the
translator’s mind and not on parchment (see TCU, 162-171). The alleged
manipulations are based on the translators’ paleographical
understanding, for it must have been known to them that certain
Hebrew letters were graphically so similar that they were often
interchanged in Hebrew sources. Therefore a translator who could make
no sense of a word when written, let us say, with a daleth, would have
been strongly tempted to render it as if it were written with a resh. The
assumption of such paleographical manoeuvring is objectively
conditioned by the occurrence of lexical or other difficulties. Examples
have been discussed in TCU, 162-171. One such example is repeated
here, and a few are added.

Jer 31(38):8 MT 1M 0TS 7T MEDY MY 02 PN TDTM DhNIp)
m W e brp
And I shall gather them from the farthest
parts of the earth, among them the blind and
the lame, the pregnant woman, and the one
in labor, together, a great multitude shall
return hither.

LXX kal ovvdEw adTove am éoxdTou Thc yfic év
€opTi pacek kal Tekvomolor dxAov oY
kal dmooTpélovoLy vde
And I shall gather them from the farthest
part of the earth at the feast of Pesach, and
you will give birth to a great multitude, and
they shall return hither
(implying: mog Twi23).

The Greek translator had a text in mind that differed completely from MT,
ascribing the return of the Jews from the exile to the time of Passover (cf. T to
Cant 1:1 referring to Isa 30:29). The great difference in meaning between MT and
the LXX is based on a relatively small difference in consonants and vowels. Once
the words ‘among them the blind and the lame’ (MT) had been read as ‘at the
feast of Pesach,” the context was completely changed and the translator was
impelled, as it were, to conceive of several details in the verse in a way different
from MT. In particular, the words ‘the pregnant woman and the one in labor,
together’ (771 171 07%%1) did not suit the new context. This caused the translator
to introduce a second verb, parallel to the first one, by vocalizing 1721 instead of
n79%. Furthermore, he represented neither 717 nor 171, The upshot of this
maneuvering was a rendering kol Tekvormoijon Gxlov modlv (and you will give
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birth to a great multitude). The translator’s Vorlage of the whole phrase was, as it
were, 120" 9173 51 #7971 Mo2 Twin poX no7m onxapy M. The existence of
that reading and its vocalization must be strongly doubted.

In some cases the translators felt at liberty to manipulate the
consonantal text, disregarding prefixes and suffixes:

2 Chr 35:13 MT 75x31 072 M2 1hwa
They boiled in pots, in cauldrons and in
pans.
LXX fmoav év Tole xakkelolc kal €v Tole

ABnow kal €00866n
They boiled in the copper vessels and in the
pots, and it succeeded.

n77% (pan) of MT is a hapax legomenon, while the related n79% occurs three times
in the Bible and mn5% once. The word was probably unknown to the translator,
who derived it from the verb m5% (‘to succeed’), disregarding both the internal
division of the verse and the prefix and suffix of the word (cf. Allen, Chronicles, 1,
p- 61). The translation, which does not suit the context, was based on a cluster of
consonants in which the translator recognized the meaning ‘to succeed” without
entering into details regarding the precise form of the word.

In the following examples, the translator read his Vorlage wrongly in
such a way that he introduced, as it were, linguistically incorrect forms.
We submit that these forms, too, were found only in the mind of the
translator and not in his written text.

Jer 2:20 MT M YR O
You bend like a harlot.
LXX €xel StayxvOnoopar év T Topvela pov
There I shall be spread abroad in my
fornication.

= RE S

Staxvbrioopat must probably be retroverted as *np¥nX (presumably éxel was
added contextually). But one notes that the retroverted *MysnX creates a
morphologically unlikely form (7v2¥X) whose meaning is unclear. In spite of the
unlikely form, only this reconstruction seems to account for the unusual
translation.

See further Jer 6:25 analyzed in detail in TCU, 76-77.

In the following example, the translator read the consonants wrongly:

Gen 47:31  mam wx1 By SR e

And Israel bowed upon the head of the bed.
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kal mpooekivnoev Iopan\ éml TO dkpov ThHe pdpdov

avTob

And Israel bowed upon the top of his staff.
From the context it is clear that in MT a bed (mittah) is meant rather than a staff
(matteh).” In fact, when the word occurs next in the story, the translator identified
it as ‘bed’ (48:2 k\ivn). In 47:31, however, he fails to identify the word because the
text had not mentioned explicitly that Jacob was ill or in bed. Furthermore,
matteh occurred twice in chapter 38, so that the translator's error is
understandable. Neither the translator nor a subsequent reviser corrected the

error.
Prov 8:1 9P NN ANaM XOpN o Ko
Does not wisdom call, does not understanding raise her
voice?
U T codiav knpvéeic tva dpdvnoic oot vmakolon
You will announce wisdom in order that understanding
will obey you.

The translator wrongly took X3P as a second person masculine verb rather than
a third person feminine governed by mon. This understanding introduced an
unwarranted o0 into the translation which changed the whole context.

4. Reliance on parallelism

Reliance on parallelism is a form of contextual translation, treated here
separately. As a rule, reliance on parallelism is a stable means of
determining the meaning of words, but the decision whether or not to
turn to parallelism remains subjective and the recognition of different
types of parallelism requires different renderings. Some of the
equivalents mentioned above reflect such a reliance: e.g. Mic 5:4
(mx/ /7x), Isa 41:18 (Mmypa//ooow), Isa 49:9 (@»2w/ /2277). When the
translator presumably relied on a parallel word, producing an acceptable
rendering, we cannot be certain that this was the case, as the choice of
equivalents may also have derived from his knowledge of the Hebrew
language unrelated to the context. Only when invoking the parallel word
created unusual equivalents (or different equivalents in several contexts),
can such reliance be identified with confidence.

Reliance on parallelism may take two different forms:

a. Choice of parallel Greek word

7 For a detailed analysis, see J. Barr, “Vocalization and the Analysis of Hebrew among
the Ancient Translators,” (VT Sup 16; Leiden 1967) 1-11, esp. 3.
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The choice of equivalents on the basis of the parallel word has been
recognized especially in the translation of Isaiah (see Ziegler,
Untersuchungen, 9 ff).

Isa 5:11 awi // pa2
TO TPWL ... TO Osé
Isa 21:4 por Awy // 235
N kapdia pov ... | yuxq pov
Isa 59:10 awd // oanea
€v peonuPpia ... &v pecovuktio

Although the rarely occurring w2 was known to some translators, the translator
of Isaiah did not know its meaning. He used three completely different
renderings in accordance with their respective parallels. Possibly 21:4 is
irrelevant if the translation was based on a different Hebrew reading ws:
(metathesis).

In the following renderings, 521 is resolved according to the parallel
word, in 7:19 according to 2'v%0 and in 55:13 according to 7270.

Isa 7:19 ooswiT 5021 // owbon prpi
kal év Talc Tpaylais TOY TeTpOY Kal €l¢ Td oTHAaLA
Isa 55:13 o7 YT TB70N DM wIna ey YIS0 Ann
kal dvTl Thc oTolBfic dvapfioeTal kumdpLooog, dvTl 8¢
The kovd{ne dvaprioeTal pupoivn

b. Repetition of the parallel word

More secure than the aforementioned technique was the repetition of the
parallel word when translation of a given word was difficult, for
example when the word was a hapax legomenon or rare (see Ziegler,
Untersuchungen, 20).
Jer 8:16 . 2P (1o10) MM (w2 )
bovny ... dovic
717m1 does not occur elsewhere, but the related 2r2 occurs also once in the Bible.
Jer 10:20 TP oy (DR T MR TR oY (TR PnX)
kal Tdoal al 8éppeLe pov ... TOmos TOV Séppedv pou
TN occurs elsewhere 8 times.
Isa 2:16 (manm) mow (52 B wwenn) o (52 b)
mAOTOV ... TAo{ oV
MW occurs only here.
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5. Employment of general words

Ignorance of a word is often disguised by the use of general words
which the translator considered to be somehow fitting in the context (e.g.
‘to do,” “give,’ ‘arrange,’ ‘prepare’). It is not easy to prove that a given
rendering reflects such a contextual guess, but that assumption is likely
when the Hebrew word is objectively difficult. For example:

Ps 84(83):7 v mop M0 o)
The early rain will also cover (it) with blessings.
kal yap evhoylac Sdoet 6 vopodeTdv
For the lawgiver will also give blessings.

Elsewhere the translator of the Psalms knows the meaning of the verb mp (in Ps
71(70):13; 109(108):19, 29, for example, where the context makes it clear that the
covering of a dress is meant, he uses meptBdMopat or the like). In this verse,
however, ‘he got himself thoroughly lost,’® for he ‘missed’ a few words in the
immediate context, and in the section quoted above he wrongly took m7m as
‘lawgiver. Accordingly an etymologically correct rendering of the verb may
have been considered inappropriate by the translator. In any event, he contented
himself with a general equivalent (8¢oel - ‘he will give’).

Of special interest in this regard is the use of mapaokevdlw (‘to
prepare’) as a general equivalent in Jeremiah.” In the first two of the
following examples, the translator must have known the Hebrew verbs,
but he probably could not locate appropriate renderings; in the next two
examples, the Hebrew verbs probably were unknown to him.

Jer 6:4 manbn by WP
Sanctify war upon her.
Tapaockevdoacfe T avTny elc TONepov
Jer 46(26):9 2771 WM
Rage, O chariots.
Tapaokevdoate (kal kataockevdoate LXXA) Ta dppata
Jer 12:5 =gedieniis i isia s Bn i NI
How will you complete with horses?
TOC Tapaokevdaor éd (TTOLE
Jer 51(28):11 oxmn1 1nant!

8 Thus Barr, Comparative Philology, 249.

9 This verb occurs five times in Jeremiah and six times elsewhere in the LXX.

10 Elsewhere the verb occurs only in Jer 22:15—also its translation there (mapo£ovy)
should probably be regarded as a translation guess.

11 A reconstructed Vorlage 1137 is not impossible, but methodologically difficult. Ont only
is 1107 graphically remote from 1727, but also the resemblance to the other three cases makes
the likelihood of a contextual guess greater.
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Sharpen the arrows.
TapackevdleTe Ta TofelpaTa

Beyond Jeremiah mapaokevdlw is also used as a general equivalent: 1 Sam 24:4;
Prov 15:18; 24:27(42); 29:5.

2 Chr 14:4  oama (0N 90220 OX)
Kal Ta eldwla

2 Chr34:4 omnm (@Bwan mnamn)
kal Td VpmAd

2 Chr 34:7 o 521 ... (@M o oRT L. oInamT)
kal mdvTa Ta BPnid

The meaning of oan (probably ‘sun pillars’ used in idolatrous worship) was
probably conjectured from the respective contexts. Elsewhere the word occurs
five times.

The translator of Psalms used Tapdoow (‘to cause disorder’) for a
whole range of Hebrew verbs, the meaning of some of which may have
been unknown to him: 210, 77, ©A>, a0 950, wr, 11, DY, MY, M,
oun, WY (see Barr, Comparative Philology, 252).

6. Etymological renderings
a. Root-linked renderings

Many translators rendered all occurrences of a given Hebrew word,
element (e.g. preposition), root or construction as much as possible by
the same Greek equivalent ( stereotyping). It is probably true to say that
from the outset a tendency towards stereotyping was the rule rather than
the exception. The system of stereotyping was an integral part of the
translation technique and it originated from the approach that the words
of the Bible should be rendered consistently in order to remain as faithful
as possible to the source language. This type of translation created a
consistent representation of whole Hebrew word-groups (roots) with
Greek words also belonging to one word-group. While this root-linked
system had its origin in a certain conception of translation technique, it
was also used in connection with difficult words. If such a difficult word
has a recognizable Hebrew root, it was sometimes rendered by a Greek
word belonging to a Greek stem that elsewhere rendered other Hebrew
words belonging to the same word group (root). The Greek word does
not necessarily carry the same meaning as the Hebrew word, but other
words close to that Greek word are used elsewhere as renderings of
Hebrew words close to the Hebrew word under review. In our view the
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following examples show that translators sometimes resorted to root-
linked renderings when the exact meaning of the Hebrew word was not
known to them.

naxwn, ‘kneading trough,” occurs three times in the Bible. In Deut 28:5,
17 it was translated by éykatdetppa, and in Exod 12:34 by dipapa.
"Eykatdletppa (‘remnant’) conveys no meaning which comes close to
‘kneading through’!? and it was merely chosen because the root of the
Hebrew noun, “xw, was translated elsewhere by (éy)katake{mo.
o> (‘all that exists, ‘substance’) was translated in Gen 7:4 by
é€avdoTaoic (AM...: dvdoTepa) and in Gen 7:23 by dvdomnpa. These
two words have to be taken as ‘rising,” ‘ressurection’ and not as ‘living
being’!® and both are based on the frequent equation 2P - (€€) avioTnpt.

In most instances, however, it is very hard to know whether an
etymological rendering reflects a concern for the consistent represen-
tation of Hebrew word groups with equivalent Greek word groups or
whether it disguises the translator’s ignorance of the exact meaning of
the word. For example, both N7 and dmoTivaypa occur only in Judg
16:9. This rendering is obviously based on the translation of 7”1 in v. 20
with dmoTivdoow. The same verb renders 791 in Lam 2:7.

b. Etymological guesses

Reliance on etymology is a known procedure for tranlators, and such
reliance is called conjectural when the translation is based on a certain
manipulation of the consonants, sometimes involving disregard of
prefixes or suffixes. In all cases the Hebrew words involved are
understandably difficult. Several examples have been analyzed in detail
in TCU, 172-180.

Translators were often ignorant of the meaning of the words in their
Vorlage and this ignorance led to several conjectural renderings.! In a

12 pace 1LSJ, s.v. which quotes no other source for this meaning than the LXX of
Deuteronomy.

13 pace H.S. Gehman, “Adventures in Septuagint Lexicography,” Textus 5 (1966) 129.

14 ¢, Allen, Chronicles, 59: ‘It is not difficult to perceive that now and then the translator
came across words whose meaning he did not know and could not discover. He seems to
have had three distinct methods of dealing with the situation ... The first and most common
expedient is guessword.” Gerleman, Job, 19: ‘Cruces interpretum are often evaded by the
Greek translator by dividing the text in his own way ... he often commits mistakes in regard
to the significance of individual words and phrases’; Seeligmann, Isaiah, 56 *... we shall only
give a modest selection of those passages where an interpretation based on
misunderstanding let the translator to make free explanatory additions.” Cf. also A. Bludau,
Die alexandrinische Ubersetzung des Buches Daniel und ihr Verhiltnis zum MT (BSac 2, 2-3;
Freiburg 1897) 87-96 (‘Falsch iibersetzte Stellen’).
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world without lexica, this situation should not cause much surprise.
Only very rarely the translators were sophisticated enough to leave
words untranslated (group 1 above).

The amount of conjectural translation in the LXX is probably
relatively extensive, but the real number can never be determined.



